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This is in response to the appeal brief filed 03/1 1/2009 appealing from the Office 
action mailed 07/23/2008. 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,081 
Art Unit: 3694 



Page 2 



(1) Real Party in interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial 
proceedings which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the 
Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection 
contained in the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
correct. 
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(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

5,825,003 JENNINGS ETAL. 10-1998 

2003/01 26094 A1 FISHER ET AL. 07-2003 



(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following rejections are copied from the Final Office Action mailed on JULY 
23, 2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 - 13, 17 - 23 and 26 - 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Douglas C. Fisher et al. (Pub. # US 2003/0126094 A1- herein referred to 
as Fisher) in view of Horton Jennings et al. (Pat. # 5,825,003 - herein referred to as 
Jennings). 
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As per claim 1, 

Fisher disclosed a method for depositing funds in a deposit account, the method 
comprising: 

receiving a request to credit a specified amount to the deposit account at a node of a 
financial-services network that comprises a plurality of interconnected nodes, wherein 
the request includes an indirect identification of the deposit account, wherein the indirect 
identification is selected from the group consisting of a name of a holder of the deposit 
account, a name of a relative of the holder of the deposit account, a date meaningful to 
the holder of the deposit account, and a truncated portion of the holder of the deposit 
account's social security number (Fisher, [0085], [0224], claim 2a); and to further clarify 
(Fisher, [0026], [0130], [0140]); 

determining a direct identification of the deposit account from the indirect identification 
and from a nonpublic mapping of a plurality of respective indirect identifications to 
respective direct identifications of respective deposit accounts, wherein the direct 
identification is selected from the group consisting of a primary account number for the 
deposit account, a routing number for the deposit account, and a transit number for the 
deposit account (Fisher, [0137]); and to further clarify (Fisher, [0026], [0130], [0140], 
[0082], [0114]). 

However, Fisher does not expressly disclose the method for depositing funds in a 
deposit account, the method comprising: 

issuing an instruction to credit the deposit account with the specified amount in 
accordance with the determined direct identification. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Jennings discloses the method for depositing funds in a 
deposit account, the method comprising: 

issuing an instruction to credit the deposit account with the specified amount in 
accordance with the determined direct identification 
(Jennings, cols. 27 - 28, lines 48 - 21 ). 
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In light of the teaching of Jennings, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Fisher wherein 
issuing an instruction to credit the deposit account with the specified amount in 
accordance with the determined direct identification as recited in claim 1 . 

This modification would provide a method for customers being able to more readily 
transfer funds between two or more accounts. With the use of ATMs these functions 
can be performed conveniently and reliable in real time. Also, in a user friendly readily 
understood manner. This method allow funds to be transferred to an account based on 
customer information which can be automatically accessed. 

As per claim 2, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein the financial- 
services network comprises a hub node and a plurality of ordinary nodes, wherein each 
ordinary node is in direct communication with the hub node (Fisher, claim 42). 

As per claim 3, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 2 wherein the node at 
which the request is received is the hub node (Fisher, claim 59). 

As per claim 4, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein each of a 
plurality of the interconnected nodes is in direct communication with a second plurality 
of the interconnected nodes (Fisher, claim 39, claim 43a). 

As per claim 5, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein the 
nonpublic mapping is maintained at the node at which the request is received 
(Fisher, [00143]). 
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As per claim 6, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein the 
nonpublic mapping comprises a plurality of nonpublic mappings of respective indirect 
identifications to respective direct identifications of respective deposit accounts, each 
such nonpublic mapping being maintained at a different node comprised by the 
financial-services network (Fisher, claim 59c). 

As per claim 7, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein receiving the 
request comprises receiving the request as routed from a second financial-services 
network that comprises a second plurality of interconnected nodes 
(Fisher, [0163]), claim 43). 

As per claim 8, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein issuing the 
instruction to credit the deposit account comprises transmitting the instruction for routing 
over a second financial-services network that comprises a second plurality of 
interconnected nodes (Fisher, [0107]). 

As per claim 9, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein the network 
comprises an automatic-teller-machine network having least some nodes comprised by 
automatic teller machines (Fisher, [0136]). 

As per claim 10, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein receiving the 
request comprises receiving the request as routed from an initiating automatic teller 
machine (Fisher, [0047]). 
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As per claim 11, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein the request 
does not include the direct identification (Fisher, [00110], [00131]). 

As per claim 12, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein: 

the request further includes an identification of a financial institution that maintains the 

deposit account (Fisher, [0082], [0137]); and 

issuing the instruction to credit the deposit account comprises transmitting the 
instruction for routing to a node comprised by the financial institution (Fisher, [0025]). 

As per claim 13, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein the node at 
which the request is received is comprised by a financial institution that maintains the 
deposit account (Fisher, [135]). 

As per claim 17, 

Fisher in view of Jennings disclosed the method recited in claim 1 wherein at least a 
portion of the nonpublic mapping is encrypted (Fisher, [0015], [0023]). 

As per claim 18, 

Claim 18 is a product claim corresponding to method claim 1 . Therefore, claim 18 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 1 . 

As per claim 19, 

Claim 19 is a product claim corresponding to method claim 4. Therefore, claim 19 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 4. 
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As per claim 20, 

Claim 20 is a product claim corresponding to method claim 8. Therefore, claim 20 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 8. 

As per claim 21, 

Claim 21 is a product claim corresponding to method claim 10. Therefore, claim 21 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 10. 

As per claim 22, 

Claim 22 is a product claim corresponding to method claim 12. Therefore, claim 22 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 12. 

As per claim 23, 

Claim 23 is a product claim corresponding to method claim 13. Therefore, claim 23 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 13. 

As per claim 26, 

Claim 26 is a product claim corresponding to method claim 17. Therefore, claim 26 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 17. 

As per claim 27, 

Claim 27 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 1 . Therefore, claim 27 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 1 . 

As per claim 28, 

Claim 28 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 2. Therefore, claim 28 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 2. 



As per claim 29, 
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Claim 29 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 3. Therefore, claim 29 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 3. 

As per claim 30, 

Claim 30 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 4. Therefore, claim 30 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 4. 

As per claim 31, 

Claim 31 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 6. Therefore, claim 31 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 6. 

As per claim 32, 

Claim 32 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 9. Therefore, claim 32 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 9. 

As per claim 33, 

Claim 33 is a system claim corresponding to method claim 17. Therefore, claim 33 is 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claim 17. 



(10) Response to Argument 



The Examiner summarizes the various points raised by the Appellant and addresses 
them individually. 
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Rejection of claims 1 - 13, 17 - 23 and 26 - 33 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over Douglas C. Fisher et al. (Pub. # US 2003/0126094 A1- herein referred 
to as Fisher) in view ofHorton Jennings et al. (Pat. # 5,825,003 - herein referred 
to as Jennings). 

Regarding claim 1,18 and 27 the appellant asserts that Fisher in view of Jennings does 
not teach - "determining a direct identification of the deposit account from the indirect 
identification and from a nonpublic mapping of a plurality of respective indirect; 
identifications to respective direct identifications of respective deposit accounts, wherein 
the direct identification is selected from the group consisting of a primary account 
number for the deposit account, a routing number for the deposit account, 
and a transit number for the deposit account" (see page 8 of the appeal brief). 

In Response: The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Fisher in view of Jennings 
discloses the "direct identification of the deposit account from the indirect identification" 
- It is also possible to use a user-Id which is not in the syntax of a debit account number 
for a deposit account. For instance, an email address or some other easily 
remembered alphanumeric could be used; also see (Fisher, [0026]). In addition, Fisher 
in view of Jennings shows how the use of a proxy values which may have been 
prearranged with insuring bank can be used to access an account (Fisher, [0130]). 
Also, with emphasis added at [01 14] in which it is described as using proxy account 
numbers assigned to users and mapped against users' valid account numbers and 
other credentials in the PDPS database. The claim language has no limitations stating 
that a "third party" such as a PDPS can not perform the above functions. Also the direct 
identification for the primary account number for the deposit account is one used for the 
primary checking account. 

For these reasons, Fisher in view of Jennings clearly teaches ""determining a 
direct identification of the deposit account from the indirect identification and from a 
nonpublic mapping of a plurality of respective indirect; identifications to respective direct 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,081 
Art Unit: 3694 



Page 1 1 



identifications of respective deposit accounts, wherein the direct identification is 
selected from the group consisting of a primary account number for the deposit account, 
a routing number for the deposit account, and a transit number for the deposit account ". 

The appellant further asserts that Fisher in view of Jennings does not teach - 
"issuing an instruction to credit the deposit account with the specified amount in 
accordance with the determined direct identification", (see page 10 of the appeal brief). 

In Response: The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Fisher in view of Jennings 
discloses at (Jennings, cols. 27 - 28 - an electronic message is transmitted to the 
second host system authorizing a credit to the destination account in the requested 
amount and the first host account debits the source account by the total debit amount. 

For these reasons, Fisher in view of Jennings clearly teaches "issuing an 
instruction to credit the deposit account with the specified amount in accordance with 
the determined direct identification". 

The appellant further asserts that Fisher in view of Jennings does not teach - the 
dependent claims 2 - 1 3, 1 7, 1 9 - 23, 26 and 28 - 33, because they depend from the 
independent claims 1,18, and 27, (see page 11 of the appeal brief). 

In Response: The Examiner respectfully disagrees. For the same reasons Fisher 
in view of Jennings discloses the limitations of independent claims 1,18 and 27. 

For these reasons, Fisher in view of Jennings clearly teaches the limitations of 
dependent claims 2 - 1 3, 1 7, 1 9 - 23, 26 and 28 - 33. 
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(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the 
Related Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 



For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/JOHN H. HOLLY/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3694 

/Mary Cheung/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3694 
/James P Trammell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3694 



